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Professors M.N.S. Swamy, (Chair), M.O. Ahmad, V.S. Alagar, B. Ashtakala, C. 
Bédard, R.B. Bhat, S. Cheung, P.P. Fazio, J.C. Giguére, K.Ha-Huy, F.D. 
Hamblin, A.M. Hanna, W.M. Jaworski, K. Khorasani, T. Krepec, A. Krzyzak, 
V.N. Latinovic, J. Opatrny, M.O.M. Osman, R.V. Patel, O.A. Pekau, R. 
Shinghal, T. Stathopoulos, K. Thulasiraman, G.D. Xistris; B. MacKay (V.-R. 
Academic Rep.), Lee Harris (Library), T.L. Swift (Registrar's Office), M. 
Cinquino, (U/G. Rep.), J.L. Hall (Secretary). 


Prof. T. Fancott and Prof. G.H. Vatistas (Graduate Studies). 


Prof. A.S. Ramamurthy and Prof. H.B. Poorooshasb. 


A ion n 


Dr. R.B. Bhat asked that the agenda include an item under "Business Arising 
from the Minutes" It was agreed that item number 3 (Adoption of the 
Minutes of Meeting 93-1) would become number 3A and that "Business 
Arising from the Minutes" would become item number 3B. The remaining 
agenda items remained unchanged. 


The agenda, as revised above, was unanimously adopted. 


CLOSED SESSION 


END OF CLOSED SESSION 


3A. 
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Adoption of the Minutes of Meeting 93-1. 


Dr. Fazio requested that the second paragraph at the top of page 10 should be 
revised to clarify the comments made by him. The paragraph should be 
revised to read as follows: 


2. Regarding the selection of a Dean: The report represents one extreme in 
potentially having no representative from the Faculty in question. However, 
the current process may also exclude representatives from important sectors. 
As an example, the CBS has not been represented (by either faculty, staff or 
students) on a search committee for the Dean of this Faculty over the last 15 
years. 


With the acceptance of the above revision, Council moved adoption of the 
minutes of meeting 93-1. This motion was carried unanimously 


Busi stich Our ofthe iin 


tter to thi i ‘oncordia Thur: R 


Dr. R.B Bhat requested that this item be included in the agenda since it 
was stated during the last meeting that this item should only be 
discussed while those who signed the letter were present. He stated that 
he was uncomfortable with the letter being published as a member of 
Council and as a member of a DPC and felt that the authors of the letter 
should explain their motives and reason for publishing a letter which 
reflects on the whole Faculty not just the Department of Civil 
Engineering 


In an effort to clarify and explain the actions of the members who 
signed the letter, Dr. Pekau made the following points: 


¢ The letter was written to the Editor of The Gazette in response to an 
article which appeared in The Gazette on November 28, 1992 which 
made several damaging statements about the Civil Engineering 
Department and implied that the Department would be closed. This 
lettered was copied to the Concordia Thursday Report since there was 
no assurance that it would appear in The Gazette 


¢ The letter was written as a positive statement in rebuttal to the 
November 28 article and was addressed to potential students to dispel 
any doubts they may have about the future of the Department. The 
reputation of the Department needed to be protected, that the 
Department is not in "total disarray"; that it was in harmony and was 
not "racist" nor did it practice "discrimination in hiring". 
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¢ Of the three "charges" implied by The Gazette , the following points 
had to be made: 


1. Discrimination in hiring: | Members of the DPC were the ones 
who made the final recommendation in hiring, not the Chair. 


2. Rivalries within the Department: The readership had to be 
convinced that this was not a widespread problem and limited to 
"two or three" people. 


3. The Department will be dismantled: This had to be denied and 
students had to be shown that the Department is doing well and 
there are no plans to close it over the next several years. 


¢ The letter, having been sent with positive intent seemed to have 
achieved its objective. The Editor of The Gazette appeared to interpret 
it in a positive light as did the Editor of the Concordia Thursday 
Report. Graduate students and graduated students of the Civil 
Engineering Department also saw the positive intent of the letter 
judging from the nature of the feedback received from those sources. If 
others interpret it in a different light then they are misled and 
misinformed. The letter and The Gazette article have to be read in 
conjunction with each other to fully appreciate the intent of the letter. 


¢ The Department does not deny there are problems and this fact has 
to be recognized, but the problems are manageable and they are being 
handled. However it is not the intent of the Department of Civil 
Engineering to discuss its internal problems at Faculty Council. 


The Chairman indicated that after having read the article of November 28, he 
felt that a response was necessary and encouraged the Department to rebut 
some of the issues raised in the article which were unfounded and untrue. 
The article generated a negative image of the whole Faculty. Unfortunately 
because of time constraints the letter was not reviewed before being sent to 
The Gazette . 


The discussion generated considerable debate amongst Council members with 
the following being some of the more salient points: 


¢ That to the outside world, everything within individual 
departments is interpreted as being generally applicable to the whole 
Faculty. Therefore all within the Faculty are concerned and in some 
way affected by publicity of this nature. 


¢ That there is now evidence that the points made in the November 
28 article in The Gazette were lifted directly out of the report of the 
Review Committee's report which was supposed to be an internally 
confidential document at that point in time. 
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¢ That the sincerity of the statements of the Chairman of Civil 
Engineering call upon Faculty Council to respond to his call for help. 
Council should recognize that the letter was written as a form of 
“damage control" and an immediate response had to be made to be 
effective. 


In addressing the issue concerning discrimination in hiring in the Civil 
Engineering Department, Dr. H. Poorooshasb stated that he doesn't remember 
ever hearing the late Dr. Douglass making any discriminatory remarks. 


Dr. Hanna responded that he felt that the issue concerning discrimination in 
hiring was true because in a Departmental meeting, the then Chair of the 
Department (Dr. M. Douglass) had stated that the Department did not hire 
French-Canadians, and that this statement was in departmental minutes. 


The Chair of Council responded that it was unfortunate that such a statement 
was being made when Dr. Douglass couldn't defend himself. He further 
stated that Dr. Douglass had denied making any such statement. In fact, the 
Chair himself came to know of this whole matter when he received, from an 
anonymous source, a few years ago, a copy of a letter written by a faculty 
member of the Civil Engineering Department to someone external to the 
University who was a candidate for a position in the Civil Engineering 
Department that this candidate was not selected because of the views of the 
then Chair of the CE Department with regard to the hiring of French- 
Canadians. The Dean stated that he brought this matter to the attention of the 
then Vice-Rector, Academic (Dr. Francis Whyte) who investigated the matter 
and and then wrote to the external candidate that there was no truth to the 
allegations.The Chair stated that this matter which has been brought up again 
and again, has no basis and should be buried. Rather, he continued, that if 
ever anyone made such a statement, it does not make it a Departmental 
policy, nor the Faculty policy, nor the University policy. He further stated that 
he himself had personally heard one of the members of the Civil Engineering 
Department say "I don't like immigrants". However that such statements do 
not make Departmental, nor Faculty nor University policy. 


Chairman's Remarks. 
There were no remarks from the Chair 


Ad Hi mmi isi iti e 


mimi e Selection an luati ni inistrators (ECF 
Doc 93-1-3). (Note: D listrit Lat J ing.) 


Council was advised that although there was a Senate meeting held since the 
last Faculty Council there was no discussion on this item and it is considered 
to still be "in Council" for purposes of discussion. The next meeting of Senate 
is to be held on March 5, 1993 and the Chair stated that it is imperative that 
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Council address this issue before that meeting. It was decided that a Special 
meeting of Council would be held on Monday February 22, 1993 at 1:00 p.m. to 
complete any discussions and prepare a Faculty position on this Report. 


The Chair then advised Council that the Senate had set up a three person task 
force to review and summarize the two reports, [i.e. Report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules and Procedures of the 
Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees, ("The Groome 
Report” - ECFC Doc 93-1-2) and Interim Report of the Senate Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Selection and Evaluation of Senior Administrators (The 
Kusy Report" - ECFC Doc 93-1-3)].This latest document entitled "The Selection 
and Evaluation of Senior Academic Administrators: A Framework for 
Discussion" (ECFC Doc. 93-2-5) was distributed to Council members. 


Since this document was to be the basis for discussion at Senate the Chair felt 
that Council should address this document as well as the original (Groome) 
report (ECFC Doc. 92-1-2) in its discussions. 


The Chair made the following observations about the summary document 
based on his preliminary review of the document. 


¢ The summary document highlights the good points about the 
Openness concerning the review of the "short-list candidates" by 
members of the Community. 


* On pages 5, 6, 7 & 8, outlining the composition of the selection 
committees for the positions of Rector and the three Vice-Rectors, he 
stated that the original (Groome) report had 9 members for each 
committee, whereas this report increases that number to 11 with the 
possibility of having 3 faculty members on each committee. He 
suggested that the Council should recommend that there should be 4 
faculty members clearly specifying that there be one from each Faculty 
on each of these committees. 


¢ That all these faculty members be elected on a Faculty-wide basis 
and not only be elected by the elected faculty members on Senate. 


* That all Student Representatives be of "Good Standing" i.e. have 
maintained at least the minimum academic standing (GPA). 


¢ That for the selection committee for the Dean of Graduate Studies, 
the representatives from the four Faculties being the faculty reps. on 
the SGS Council was acceptable and the ratio of 4 faculty to 1 Board 
member was also acceptable. 


¢ That for the Selection Committees for the Faculty Deans the ratio 
should be 4 faculty reps. to 2 Board reps. That the faculty reps. be elected 
through a Faculty-wide election and not selected by Council. 
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¢ That for the Search Committee for the position of Director of 
Libraries the same representation of the four Faculties should be 
maintained as suggested for the other non-Dean committees. The 
Graduate Student representation of 2 could be reduced to one to 
accommodate this. 


A general discussion about the documents touched on the following points: 


¢ That the documents refer to student representatives being selected 
or appointed by the Concordia University Students' Association 
(CUSA)and the Graduate Students’ Association (GSA), neither of 
which represent the students of the Engineering and Computer Science 
Faculty. It should be made clear that this Faculty's students are 
appropriately selected for committees. 


¢ That faculty reps. should be elected to represent Faculties and not 
"selected". 


¢ That the size of the selection committees should not become too 
large and therefore too unwieldy. 


It was agreed that a meeting would be held on Monday February 22, 1993 at 
1:00 p.m. to finalize this issue and that the Executive Committee would 
prepare a proposal for the Faculty position on the Reports. The Chair 
requested that in the meantime any members of the Faculty having strong 
opinions on any of the content of these reports should submit them to him by 
February 18 or 19 so that they can be integrated into the proposal to be debated 
on the February 22nd. meeting. 


Faculty Review Process. 
The Chair invited Dr. Osman to speak to this issue as Dr. Osman had 
previously submitted a document (ECFC Doc. 93-2-4) requesting that the Vice- 


Rector Academic be invited to the Council meeting in order that she may 
respond to the questions posed in the said document 


Dr. Osman stated that he had several issues to discuss and had hoped that the 
Vice-Rector would have been here to respond. 


Dr. B. MacKay (Delegate from the Office of the Vice-Rector Academic) 
indicated that a letter from Mr. John Noonan (Secretary of Senate) would 
"hopefully" bring Dr. Osman’s concerns to Senate. 
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Dr. Osman replied that subsequent to submitting his request for this issues to 
be discussed at this Council meeting (ref: ECFC Doc. 93-2-4) he had received 
further information and had written a memorandum to "All Members of the 
Committee to Review the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science" 
(ECFC Doc. 93-2-6), in which he questioned the release of the external 
consultant's report to the press. This action, he claimed, resulted in an article 
appearing in The Gazette which generated negative publicity for the Faculty 
and the Civil Engineering Department. He felt that the report should not 
have been made public without consultation. When questioned in Senate as 
to how the report was made public the Vice-Rector Academic stated that this 
was the decision of the Committee. Dr. Osman referred to the excerpt of the 
minutes of the Senate meeting of December 4, 1992 (attached to ECFC Doc. 93- 
2-6) as his source of information. 


Dr. Osman then went on to state that he had recently returned from a 
conference of the American Society for Engineering Education. During the 
conference he attended a workshop on the Faculty Review Process. He said 
that a Faculty Review is considered a very serious matter, that it is more 
important than tenure or other such issues. A review has a direct impact 
upon: 

Recruitment of students. 

Government granting agencies. 

Negotiation of contracts with industry. 

Negotiations for resources from within the University. 

The hiring of graduates by industry. 


VP Yr 


A faculty review affects the bread and butter of the Faculty If a review is not 
taken seriously, it could break the back of the Faculty. He stated that some U.S. 
universities have taken legal action against reviewers as a result of negative 
reviews. In the States, he said, some review processes now require that judges 
participate to ensure that fairness and impartiality is applied. 


Dr Osman turning to the question of the selection of the two outside 
consultants stated that he had obtained documentation through the "Access 
to Information Act" and found that the consultants had been brought from 
the Ontario system and were unfamiliar with the Quebec system. In addition 
he learned that they had received a preliminary draft of the review report 
which cast a very negative image upon the Faculty; further the consultants 
did not have access to the CV's. He felt the "draft report" prejudiced the 
consultants’ attitude towards the Faculty. He was also of the opinion that in 
conducting their investigation they showed lack of responsibility in that they 
did not review the CV's of the faculty members, nor did they visit the labs 
and departmental facilities. They were “closeted" in Bishop Court for two 
days and then one of them recommended the closing of the Civil Engineering 
Department without complete data. This was unfair and irresponsible, he 
insisted. 
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In view of this faulted report and based upon what he had learned at the 
recent workshop he stated that if this report is allowed to stay as is it could 
"break the back" of the Faculty. It is up to Faculty Council to defend the 
Faculty, otherwise "we will get what we deserve". He stated that he would be 
willing to accept criticism if they had done their job right, but not based upon 
the way he perceived the way it was done. 


In further discussions about the outside consultants, the Chair reminded 
Council that the consultants were not to blame for not visiting the facilities 
since their itinerary was set-up for them and it was very tightly scheduled. 


Dr. Ashtakala stated that, believing himself that the external consultants had 
carried out only a superficial investigation, had asked the Vice-Rector at one 
of the meetings what were the qualifications of the external consultants and 
how did they go through the process. He stated that the Vice-Rector 
responded that in her opinion they were highly qualified and that they did a 
good job. 


Prof. B. MacKay advised Council that the questions posed in Dr. Osman's 
letter have been referred to the Academic Programmes Committee (APC) so 
that procedural guidelines can be drawn up. Documentation and reports will 
be reviewed and progress will be reported. Prof. MacKay then commented on 
some of the points made earlier. She felt that just because the original was 
printed on newsprint in tabloid size did not mean that it was "published" for 
general distribution. It was decided to make 1000 copies to be distributed to 
faculty, staff and students of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science. Also she insisted that the external consultants were never told that 
their reports would be confidential. To the contrary they were told that they 
would be sent to the units concerned. On the question of a negative report, 
she felt that the input from consultants is just that - input or an opinion - and 
that such input has to be considered within the context of the whole report. 
One should not dwell on only one aspect of the report. 


Dr. R.B. Bhat stated that the fact that the document was made available to the 
press has done considerable damage to the Faculty. In his opinion the 
"Review Process" is complete only when the Faculty response is made and 
becomes part of the total report. He stated that the Response Committee is 
being formulated and wondered if the Response Report will also be 
published. 


Prof. MacKay reiterated that the Review Report was sent only to the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science with the intention of having all members 
read it and respond. The Response will be distributed in the same way. 
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Dr. G. Xistris mentioned that the major concern was that the Office of the 
Vice-Rector had decided to publish only one side of a review (i.e. the Review 
Committee's report and the consultants' reports which were appended to the 
report). Usually the response is also published at the same time. He felt that 
giving the report and appendices such wide circulation was irresponsible. The 
outcome was a negative image of the Faculty. 


Dr. Poorooshasb felt that there was a tremendous amount of damage done by 
the publication of the report. He stated that over the years he had spent a great 
deal of effort convincing Iranian students to come here to study, He stated 
that although he was away at the time the report was published he was 
inundated with questions upon his return from these students wondering if 
the Department of Civil Engineering was closing. He said that it took 
considerable time and effort to reassure them, but even now potential 
students are having second thoughts. He then referred to the rating the 
Department had been given in “The Gorman Report" showing Concordia as 
being ranked high in the "strong" category. He said we were rated better than 
the University of California (Davis) which is held in high regard. He said that 
he would like to ask the consultant “How do you have the courage to 
recommend the closing of the Department?" 


Prof. Hamblin voiced concern about the process of choosing the consultants. 
He mentioned that the Faculty were asked to provide names at the start of the 
process, and five names were given. However none were chosen and the 
Faculty was not asked to provide others. 


Further discussion raised the following points: 


¢ That the fact the outside consultants were contacted without the Faculty's 
input was a breech of "natural justice". Also the fact that they received a 
negative preliminary report when the were contacted prejudiced their ability 
to be objective. 


¢ That the Faculty should focus on the future and let our performance 
demonstrate that the recommendations contained in the external 
consultant's report were flawed. 


¢ That members of Council who served on the Review Committee were not 
aware of Senate approving the Committee's procedures. Also that a set of 
procedures have to be changed or established and those procedures must be 
followed. 


¢ That a review process must be completed including the Faculty's response 
before any part of the committee's report is published so that any ensuing 
public discussion can be more balanced. 


Motion 
93-2-4 
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Dr. Fazio expressed concern about generating any further negative publicity 
through a response committee bringing up issues that are no longer topical. 
That perhaps we should concentrate on positive issues rather than 
concentrating on procedural issues. He therefore proposed the following 
motion: 


That in view of the serious nature of the problems allegedly found in the 
process and the report that it led to, be it resolved that establishment of a 
Response Committee be delayed in order to provide for a “cooling-off" period 
and to enable Council to have further discussions on the subject. The motion 
was seconded by Dr. Osman. 


During the discussion of the motion, members of Council made the 
following points in favor of the motion: 


¢ That by responding to the report you legitimize the report. The 
contributors to the report (the external consultants) were not competent 
therefore the report is not worthy of a response. 


¢ That the revelations of the past three weeks as a result of requests for 
documentation has revealed some serious flaws in the process and the report. 
Therefore the issues to be dealt with involve the process of the review, the 
question of honesty and the question of natural justice. 


¢ That the current climate raised in Council is not conducive to a response 
at this time. Council has to calm down before responding. 


¢ That the question is not whether we should respond or not but that the 
response should be delayed. 


Those who spoke against the motion raised the following issues: 


¢ That the "dialogue" between the Committee Report and the Response 
needs to be completed. Therefore a response is necessary and the sooner the 
response is made the better the cause of natural justice is fulfilled. 


¢ That to delay a response is premature and to do nothing is tacit approval 
of the report's findings. The mechanism to set up a working group to develop 
a response is in motion. This group should report its progress and findings to 
Faculty Council every month. 


¢ That the response committee should be a "self-appraisal" committee and 
bring out a report that corrects some of the damage. 


¢ That an early response is necessary because accreditation visits are coming 
up and this issue has to be settled. 


¢ That perhaps this issue should be dealt with at the level of the Executive 
Committee. 


Motion 
93-2-5 


11 


¢ At this point the Chair stated that he has already told the Vice-Rector that 
a response committee would be set up, and to delay the response would be 
interpreted as running away from the issue. The response has several issues 
to deal with, not just the process of selection of the external consultants or the 
publication of the report. As a consequence of the release of the report 
damage has been done, and dealing with all of the issues raised in the report 
through a reasoned and logical response is the best way to neutralize that 


damage. 


Following this, both the proposer and the seconder of the motion suggested 
that the motion be withdrawn on the condition that the issue be considered 
by the Executive Committee. Motion 93-2-4 withdrawn. 


Council then entertained a motion that these deliberations of this issue as 
reported in the minutes of Council be forwarded to the APC which has been 
asked to look at the Faculty review report. Carried. 


The meeting was then adjourned to February 22, 1993 at 1:00 p.m. in order 
that the agenda could be completed. 


